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’’Inter nationalizing” the South Vietnam Problem- -the SEATO Alternative 

One of the obvious lessons of Laos is that wherever possible we 
must insulate such a crisis area from outside intervention before the 
event rather than after. In order to cope successfully with internal 
dissidence, as in Laos or Vietnam, it is imperative to ’’seal off” the 
area as much as possible to keep the internal problem within bounds. 
Moreover, if we expect to deter the other fellow from intervening (even 
on a small scale as in Laos) our commitment must be clea^, and token 
forces perhaps in place^before the event. It becomes much too hard if 
we wait till after things have heated up to convince the Thais, UK, and 
French (much less others) to make tough choices. 

Applying these lessons to South Vietnam, there are several options: 
(a) Bring in the UN in some manner, perhaps initially through an observer 
corps; (b) Beef up the moribund ICC operation; (c) Use a ’’neutral nations 
commission” approach; (d) Use SEATO as the umbrella. 

The big objection to bringing in UN observers (as a precursor to 
UN approval of the entry of outside forces) is that once the UN is seized 
with such an issue, there is no clear way we can stop it from getting 
ever more heavily involved. Thus US control over the situation tends 
to be lost. The Congo experience is a case in point. The other side is 
in the UN too and we can no longer command mechanical majorities. A 
UN majority, for example, might want to take up the unfinished business 
of reunification, which could be most dangerous at this point. The UN, 
moreover, might wish to shift the issue back to the 14-nation Geneva con- 
ference (a la Laos). All of these possibilities might complicate our plans. 
Hence, before getting the UN involved in the Vietnam affair let’s care- 
fully calculate the possible costs. 

Revivifying the ICC looks even less promising. Even if Nehru be- 
came more cooperative, the Indian neutral chairman would have a hard 
time dealing with the Pole. 

As for a neutral nations commission, it would make sense as a border 
watching device, but not much more. Burmese and Malayans would be 
very cautious about getting caught between the great powers. 
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Therefore, why not consider bringing SEATO instead of the UN 
into South Vietnam both as the deterrent to outside intervention and 
the device for sealing off the border. It is fashionable of coarse to 
/ deplore SEATO , but it has its uses (and to ignore it now, after Laos, 

might really spook the Thais, etc.). Best of all, it is far more manage- 
able than the UN. 

Admittedly, if we had SEATO observers patrolling borders, their 
reports would be less credible to world opinion than those from UN ob- 
servers. But bould we get a sufficiently strong UN observer force to 
do the job in the jungles, etc? Moreover, arousing Free World aware- 
ness of VM infiltration is to me more dependent upon sound propaganda 
exploitation than anything else. In any case, once SEATO was already 
there, we could then bring in the UN if nec essary. 

But as important as an observer corps is to deter semi-overt Bloc 
support of the YC on the Laos airlift pattern. For this purpose we may 
also need a n plate glass” window in place before the event. Here SEATO 
could be most valuable, in terms of both a SEATO commitment and the 
presence of token SEATO forces (including US) along the 17th parallel. 

The first step would be to get South Vietnam under the SEATO umbrella. 
In the aftermath of Laos, why can*t we get Diem to allege such overt VM 
violation of the Geneva Accords as to justify his joining? France and the 
UK would be the most reluctant to admit him, but they ought to be so pleased 
with our restraint in Laos that we can extract this price from them. 

Once South Vietnam was in SEATO we could go further and, fol- 
lowing a request from Diem, bring in our plate glass window in form 
of a few US troops and planes if desired. We could even ask Thais, Paks , 
or Filipinos to send token contingents. The whole purpose would be to 
make clear in advance our determination to resist any attempt to make 
another Laos out of Vietnam. , 
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We are violating the Geneva Accords in any case by doubling or 
tripling the MAAG. Bringing South Vietnam into SEATO does not seem 
too big a further bite. Moreover, it doesn't foreclose subsequent UN 
action; it merely helps assure that UN involvement doesn ! t so limit our 
freedom of action as to impede our ability to carry out the CLP and 
associated measures. 
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